
Truth-in-Billing
and
Billing Fonnat

DOCKET FILE COpy
Before the ORIGINAL

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION /YI2'C
Washington, DC 20554 ~/~

. Sf") ~D
--I-n-:-th-e-M-a-tt-er-o--:"f------ ) ~Co~~.· 2 1199)tje-t'c'~/C4 '9

) If~~ lJ0-ts

) CC Docket No. 98-170 ~'S'cOf~.ft',
)
)

------------)

REPLY COMMENTS ON PETITIONS FOR RECONSIDERATION

Time Warner Telecom (TW Telecom) hereby submits its reply comments on the

petitions for reconsideration of the Commission's First Report and Order in the above-

captioned Truth-in-Billing proceeding,l and states as follows:

On September 14, 1999, TW Telecom submitted comments on the petitions for

reconsideration in which it supported in part those petitions. Specifically, TW Telecom

supported those petitioners who requested that the Commission reconsider and modify

the "New Service Provider" requirement contained at Section 64.200l(a) of the

Commission's Rules, and that it reconsider its ill-advised "DeniablelNon-deniable" rule

set forth at Section 64.2001(c) which requires billing carriers to identify on consumer

bills which billed services could result in tennination of local exchange telephone service

if the charges are unpaid. In addition, TW Telecom concurred with those petitioners who

have asked the Commission to modify its requirements that carriers utilize standard

Commission-prescribed labels to identify on consumer bills charges resulting from

1 In the Matter ofTruth-in-Billing and Billing Fonnat (First Report and Order
and Further Notice ofProposed Rulemaking), FCC 99-72, released May 11, 1999.
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federal regulatory actions and to adopt instead a flexible "rule of reason" approach which

would allow billing carriers reasonable discretion in describing such charges in manners

they deem appropriate to communicate such charges to their customers.

In addition to the specific changes to the Truth-in-Billing rules requested by

petitioners, TW Telecom asked the Commission to exempt all small telecommunications

carriers (not just small and rural incumbent local exchange carriers) from the burdensome

requirements of the Truth-in-Billing rules as has been recommended by the United States

Small Business Administration. Finally, TW Telecom joined several of the petitioners

for reconsideration in urging the Commission to clarify that the Truth-in-Billing rules are

neither necessary nor appropriate for sophisticated business customers and that the rules

should not be applicable to arrangements between carriers and such customers.

Significantly, none of the comments filed in response to the petitions for

reconsideration opposed any of the relief requested by petitioners and supported by TW

Telecom. Not a single commenting party disputed the assertions of petitioners and

supporting commenters like TW Telecom that the New Service Provider rule and the

DeniablelNon-deniable rule are inappropriate, unworkable, and unnecessary to protect

consumers against unauthorized charges or unauthorized carrier selections. Neither did

any commenter question or dispute the record of evidence that billing carriers do not

currently possess the capability in their billing systems to do "stare and compare"

billing - needed to enable carriers to identify new service providers under the rule as

currently promulgated. Neither did any of the commenting parties dispute the notion that

the costs of implementing the billing system changes needed to comply with those rules
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as written would be burdensome, would ultimately be borne by consumers, and would far

exceed any conceivable benefit.

In the absence of any objection whatsoever to the consensus positions asserted by

petitioners and other commenters, there is no reason for the Commission not to modify

the New Service Provider rule as suggested by petitioners and by supporting commenters

including TW Telecom, and to reconsider imposition of the DeniablelNon-deniable rule.

In addition, the comments submitted in response to the petitions for reconsideration lend

further credence to the notion that the strictures of the Commission's Truth-in-Billing

requirements in general and the New Service Provider rule, the DeniablelNon-deniable

rule, and the requirement to use of Commission-prescribed labels to identify charges

related to federal regulatory charges in particular, are unnecessary for billing of services

provided to business customers, and will undermine the efforts of carriers serving those

customers to develop billing formats and content responsive to carrier perceptions of

those business customers' needs.

For the foregoing reasons as well as those set forth by TW Telecom in its initial

comments filed in this proceeding, TW Telecom supports the petitions for

reconsideration and urges the Commission to reconsider its order and to modify and

3



eliminate certain of the rules promulgated therein in accordance with the views expressed

in those initial comments as well as in these reply comments.

Respectfully submitted,

TIME WARNER TELECOM

~~~
~chellF. Brecher

GREENBERG TRAURIG
1300 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 331-3100

Its Attorneys

September 24, 1999
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Melodie Kate, a secretary in the law firm of Greenberg Traurig, certify that I
have this 24th day of September, 1999, caused a copy of the foregoing Reply Comments
on Petitions for Reconsideration to be served via first-class mail, unless otherwise
indicated, upon the persons listed below:

~r£M,---
M{{l(;Kate

Kathryn Marie Krause
U.S. West Communications, Inc.
1020 19th Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036

Lawrence E. Sarjeant, Linda Kent, Keith
Townsend, John Hunter, and Julie E. Rones
United States Telephone Association
1401 H Street, N.W., Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20005

L. Marie Guillory and Jill Canfield
National Telephone Cooperative Association
4121 Wilson Boulevard, 10th Floor
Arlington, VA 22203

*Lawrence Strickling
Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

Alfred G. Richter, Jr., Roger K. Toppins and
Barbara R. Hunt
SBC Communications, Inc.
One Bell Plaza, Room 3026
Dallas, Texas 75202

John M. Goodman & Michael E. Glover
1300 I Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Lawrence R. Freedman and Robert H.
Jackson
Arter & Hadden LLP
1801 K Street, N.W., Suite 400K
Washington, D.C. 200006-1301

Larry A. Peck
Ameritech
200 West Ameritech Center Drive,
Room4H86
Hoffinan Estates, IL 60196-1025

Jay C. Keithley, Rikke K. Davis and Norina
Moy
Sprint Corporation
1850 M Street, N.W., Suite 1100
Washington, D.C. 20036

Glen Reynolds, Chief
Common Carrier Bureau Enforcement
Division
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Mark C. Rosenblum and Richard H. Rubin
AT&T Corp.
295 North Maple Avenue
Room 235213
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

International Transcription Services
131 20th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036



The Small Company Committee of the
Louisiana Telecommunications Association
David Cosson
Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson, LLP
2120 L Street, N.W., Suite 520
Washington, D.C. 20037

MCI World Com, Inc.
Don Sussman
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Eric E. Menge
Assistant Chief Counsel
Telecommunications
Office of Advocacy
U.S. Small Business Administration
409 3rd Street, SW, Suite 7800
Washington, DC 20416

Teresa K. Gaugler,
Qwest Communications Corporation
4250 North Fairfax Drive
Arlington, VA 22203

for


